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Letter Snow
CALFED Bay DeIta Program
1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1155
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Draft Staging & Implementation I’]an (8/5/98 ver$iv,t)

Dear Mr, Snow:

Thank you for soliciting public comments concerning the CALFED Bay Delta
Program’s draft sta~ng and implementation plan (8/5/98 veraion). We are
compelled to protest the August 11 deadline for submission of comments.
The postmark on the notice of the plan’s avaflabihty ~s August 7 and it was
no% generally received by most recipients until August 10. One day is not
adequate to review and fully comment on the draft plan. Therefore, our
¢Orn~a~,,nts at this time ~ocus on just one aspect o£ the plan.

As cc, n~ervat.ion or~nizations ba~ed in the Sacramento Valley, with long
histories of working to protect, cork~rve, and restore ~e Sacramento River’s
outstanding natural values, we are concerned about the draft plan~s
Ecosystem Restoration Stage [ imD|ement~)fion actions ¢oncernin8 the river,

Accordin~ to the d~-a~ plan (pg. 28), "TI~ b,~iodtie~ ~or re~turation
will be first on existing public lands as appropriate, second on acquisition of
easements, and third on acquisition of fee title as necessary to achieve
progratn objectives." A specific action in the draft plan (also on pg. 28) is t~
"Complete the remaining 60% of the easements and/or acquisition for the
Sacramento River meander eon, idor [approximately $30 million required]
1-7).".

Theft are currently insufficient public lands along the Sacramento River to
complem the establishment of a riparian meander corridor as envisioned by
,~tafe ,no] ~ecleral prosran~ (SB 1086, CVPIA, CALPI~D). The next priorit5, in
the draft plan is the acquisition of easements. However, we don’t believe that
ea~emertt$ alert~ the Sat;tat, uentv Rtve~: will meet CALFED’s Stage [ or longer
term restoration goals and objectives.
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Past easements along the Sacramento River intended to l~ro~ect rito~,~,an
habitat have proven to be ineffective° A review by the U.S- Fish and Wildlife
Service of riparian easements along the river a~ociated ~ith bank p~’ot~-,;tion
projects found that many so called "riparian easements" were under
agricultural cultivation or com[~Ietely cleared ot native vegetation to facilitate
levee and bank inspections. In addition, riparian revegetation efforts
intended to mitigate bank protection projects on the Sacramento River have
nFten failed because no investment was made in long ~crm maintenance.
Unless an agency iS responsible for the proper protection, maintenance, and
~.~anag~aa~e~t of ea~emer~ts, it is unlikely ~t the plan’s emphasis on
easements will meet CALFED objectives.

Further, acquisitin~ ~f ~a.~ernent~ may not be a co,t-effective investment of
public money, since easements are nearly as expensive as fee title acquisition.
Given the potentlal ineffective~ess of ~a~e~ue~ts in actually protecting and
restoring riparian habitat along the river, it would seem that fee title
acquisi~on would have greater cost benefits, while be~ter ensuring
achievement of restoration objectives.

In addition, f~-’e title to thou.~ando of acres of riparian habitat aloct~ fl~e
Sacramento River has already been acquired from will~g sellers by federal
at~d state agencies. It makes no sense to switch from the existing program of
fee title acquisition to an emphasis on easements. Depending on what entity
becomes responsible for the management of CALFED easements, another
layer of government bureaucracy could be injected into ~hc existing ~te m~d
federal management responsibilities along the fiver.

Finally, we are aIso concerned about the draft plan’s emphasis (also on pg. 28)
on developing and implementing "...an outreach, coordination, and
paring.ring program, with local la.ndowr~erv includirtg individuals,
Reclamation Districts, Resource Conservation Districts, Water Authorities,
irri~ation di~trict~, Fat’m Bu~eau~, etc. to a~are parrdcipavion in pla~nning
design, implementation, and management of ERP projects."

This action apparently excludes a number of important .~tak~holflers,
including conservation organizations, sport and commercia! fishing groups,
recreation interest,% professional organizatior~: academia, a~xd ~he public hx
general - many of whom were instrumental in establishing the Sacramento
River meander corridor policies and riparian habitat acquisition programs. It
certainly puts an unfair and legally questionable emphasis on "landowners"
while virtually ignoring other stakeholders and interests that should be
c.or~.~dered yah.table CALFED partners.

We u~ge that ~l~e draf~ ~tagi~g and implementation plan be revised to:
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Continue trte fee title acquisition of the riparian meander corridor along
the Sacramento River.

2. E~tablish a multi-a~ency coordinating entity responsible tot’ m~tagmg the
Sacramento River mender corridor, with regre~ntatives from ~deral,
state~ and local agenoes; co~e~a~on ~terests; l~downe~; o~er interest
~oups; and ~e general pubic.

~. Emphasize CAL~D ecosys~m ros~o~a~on par~e~ps wi~h all
s~kehoiders and public inter~ts, not just landowners.

Our respective orgamations may be submi~ing ~her comments on the
draR sta$~g and impl~entafion plan, but we waned to be sure to submit
th~ e~me~ts by the tmreasonable Au~. II de~dl~e,

~xal~ you fo~" yOu~ coi~ideraflon.

Sincerely,

St~Eva~
Gon~wation Director
Friends of &e River

John B. Merz
Chairman
Sacramento River Preservation Trust

Brad Bristow
Conservation Chair
Mother Lode Chapt~,r Sierra

t~arbara Vlamis
General Manager ¯
Butte Environmental Council
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